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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgements 

1 . This communication is in reply to the claims amendment filed September, 25, 
2008. 

2. Claims 1-7, 10-16 have been amended. 

3. Claims 17- 37 have been canceled. 

4. Claims 38 -47 have been added. 

5. Claim 47 have been withdrawn from consideration as being directed to a non- 
elected invention (see restriction below). 
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6. Claims 1-16 and 38- 46 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Restrictions 

7. On October 3, 2007, the Examiner has restricted the claims into three distinct 
groups (Group I, II and III) ("Restriction Requirement"). Applicant has elected without 
traverse group I (claims 1-16 and 19) in the reply filed on December, 12, 2007. 

8. Newly submitted claim 47 is directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 

9. In the claims amendment, Applicant has added some new claims including 
independent claim 47. However, the Examiner asserts that the subject matter of the 
newly added independent claim (claim 47) has been previously restricted and grouped 
into unelected group (e.g. Group III) (see the Restriction Requirement). 

10. Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claim 47 is withdrawn from consideration as 
being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1 .142(b) and MPEP § 821 .03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

11. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 
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12. Claims 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the claims are considered 
hybrid claims. See MPEP §2173.05(p) II. If Applicants overcome the related 35 U.S.C. 
§112 2nd paragraph rejection below, this particular 35 U.S.C. §101 rejection will be 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112-1 st 

13. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

14. Claims 1-16 and 38- 46, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

1 5. Claim 1 , for example, recites "associating a first trusted entity with the first 
computer" and further recites ""associating a second trusted entity with the second 
computer". The Examiner asserts that there is no support in Applicant's original 
specification supporting the limitations above. Specifically, no support exists for a "first 
computer" and a "second computer" being associated with the first or second computer. 
If Applicant believes that there is support for the limitations above and any limitations 
associated with them, Applicant should provide evidence from the Applicant's original 
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specification supporting his/her claim. Upon receiving proper evidence, this rejection will 
be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112-r d 

16. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

17. Claim 9 is indefinite because the claims are considered hybrid claims. See 
MPEP §2173.05(p) II. In particular, the claims are directed to neither a "process" or a 
"machine" but rather embrace or overlap two different statutory classes of invention as 
set forth in 35 U.S.C §101 . For example, claim 9 recites "a module", a "receipt request 
generator", "receipt generator module" and "receipt validation module" without any 
positive method step recitation. In light of this evidence, the Examiner interprets these 
recitations as express intent by Applicants to claim a product claim. Additionally, claim 
is 9 dependent on claim 1 which recites "a method of measuring..." In light of the 
conflicting evidence noted above, claim 9 could reasonably be drawn to either a product 
or process. In accordance with §2173.05(p) II which states that a single claim must be 
drawn to either a product or process (but not both) and because a competitor of 
Applicants would not know whether possession of the claimed structure constituted 
infringement, or alternatively, if infringement required the execution of the recited 
method steps, the claims are indefinite. If Applicants overcome this particular 35 
U.S.C. §112, 2 nd paragraph rejection, the related 35 U.S.C. §101 rejection will also be 
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withdrawn. For examination purposes, the Examiner will interpret claims 9 as a claim 
directed to a method only. 

18. Claim 42 recites the limitation "the second user", there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

19. Claim 43 recites the limitation "the transaction", there is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

20. Claim 44 recites the limitation "prior to issuing said ticket", there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The Examiner submits that no prior 
claims have recited ticket issuing. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 10/720,835 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3621 

22. Claims 1- 9, 12-16 and 38- 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Curie et al (U.S. Patent No. 6, 871 , 232 B2) ("Curie") in view of Dutta 
(U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0093695), ("Dutta"). 

23. As per claims 1, 12, 13, 14 and 19 : Curie discloses the following limitations: 

a. associating a first trusted entity with the first computer (column 3, lines 45- 
57); 

b. associating a second trusted entity with the second computer (column 3, 
lines 45- 57); 

c. receiving at the resource usage verification authority (RUVA) server, from 
the first trusted entity, information about an intended resource use (column 4, 
lines 21- 40); 

d. providing a ticket, from said RUVA server to the first trusted entity, said 
ticket including at least portion of said information (column 4, lines 21-40); 

e. transmitting said ticket from the first trusted entity to the second trusted 
entity (column 4, lines 21- 40); 

Curie Does not expressly discloses modifying the ticket and comparing the 
original ticket with the modified ticket. However, Dutta does explicitly disclose the 
following limitations: 

f. the second trusted entity modify the ticket to produce a modified ticket, 
said modified ticket being based at least in part upon actual resources provided 
by said second computer to said first computer flj [0015]); 
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g. Said second trusted entity transmitting said modified ticket to the first 
trusted entity fl| [0015]); 

h. Said first trusted entity transmitting the modified ticket to the RUVA server 
01 [0013]) ; and 

i. Said RUVA server utilizing said ticket and said modified ticket to 
determine the extent of resources provided by the second computer to the first 
computer (Iflf [0045], [0068], [0069]) 

24. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Curie's teachings to include the steps (e- 
h) as shown above and disclosed by Dutta to authenticate the source of a ticket and to 
ensure that the that the ticket has not been altered during transmission (Dutta: U 
[0006]). 

25. As per claim 2: Curie further discloses wherein the benefit or resources provided 
by the second computer include at least one of provision of a file, provision of 
bandwidth, provision of CPU cycles, or provision of disk or memory storage (column 8, 
lines 3-14). 

26. As per claim 3: Curie further discloses wherein the ticket issued by the RUVA 
server comprises at least one of a machine identification field, a field for a file name, a 
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field for a hash of a file, a field for a randomly generated number, a weighting field, a 
time field, a value field, or a date field (column 34, lines 1-20). 

27. As per claim 4: Curie further discloses wherein the server stores a copy of said 
ticket (column 4, lines 21-40). 

28. As per claims 5, 6 and 7: In addition to the limitations of claim 1 above, Curie 
further discloses a ticket validation/ authentication (column 34, lines 1 - 20). Curie on the 
other hand doesn't expressly disclose wherein the second trusted entity validates the 
ticket by checking that the ticket has been signed by the RUVA server. However, Dutta 
discloses authenticating the ticket by checking the signature flj [0015]). 

29. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Curie's teachings to incorporate a digital 
signature for ticket validation to authenticate the source of ticket and to ensure that the 
that the ticket has not been altered during transmission. 

30. As per claims 8 and 9: Curie further discloses said first trusted entity is a 
module incorporating authentication, encryption or data signing capabilities in data 
communication with a computing device (figures 7A- E and related text). 
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31 . As per claims 15 and 16: Curie further discloses having the first trusted entity 
organize a plurality of tickets into a record and communicating said record to the server; 
determining, from said record, the extent of resources provided by a plurality of second 
computers to a plurality of first users and modifying a database to record the extent of 
resources provided by said plurality of second users to said plurality of first users 
(column 34, lines 1-65). 



32. As per claims 38- 41 : Currie discloses the limitations of claim 1 as shown 
above. Curie further discloses a ticket validation/ authentication (column 34, lines 1- 
20). Currie does not specifically disclose digital signatures. However, Dutta clearly 
discloses signing; authenticating and validating utilizing digital signatures which is 
fundamental in the art (figure 4 and associated text). 

33. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Currie's teachings to utilize digital 
signatures as claimed by Applicant and as disclosed by Dutta, to authenticate the 
source of a message or ticket and to ensure that the message or ticket has not been 
altered during transmission flj [0006]). 
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34. As per claim 42: Currie discloses allocating value to said second user based 
upon said determination of the extent of resources provided by the second user (column 
31, lines 41- 51). 

35. Claims 1 0, 1 1 and 43- 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Curie in view of Dutta and further in view of Terretta (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2001/0047275 A1). 

36. As per claims 10, 11 and 43- 46: The combination Curie/ Dutta discloses the 
limitations of claim 1 as shown above. The combination Curie/ Dutta does not expressly 
disclose having the server conduct a redundancy check prior to, or subsequent to, 
issuing the ticket, wherein the step of conducting the redundancy check is achieved by 
determining whether a file being accessed by the first user has not already been 
downloaded in whole or in part. However, Terretta discloses ensures that a registered 
user does not simultaneously receive multiple content files by monitoring and checking 
the status of each registered user before delivering content thereto (1ffl [0020]-[0022]). 

37. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Curie/ Dutta's teachings to include a 
redundancy check function disclosed by Terretta to prevent unregistered users from 
downloading content by using personal information of a registered user, in other words, 
to ensure that "one ticket, one seat" is achieved (Terretta flf [0020])). 
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12. Examiner's Note: The Examiner has pointed out particular references 
contained in the prior art of record within the body of this action for the convenience of 
the Applicant. Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the 
art and are applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages 
and figures may apply. Applicant, in preparing the response, should consider fully the 
entire reference as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as 
the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Response to Arguments 

38. Applicant's arguments filed September 25, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

a. Applicant should submit an argument under the heading "Remarks" 
pointing out disagreements with the examiner's contentions. Applicant must also 
discuss the references applied against the claims, explaining how the claims 
avoid the references or distinguish from them. 

b. In response to applicant's arguments (page 1 1 ) against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See 
In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
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c. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., preventing a second user from obtaining unearned awards, page 10) 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

39. Applicants argues "The Examiner relies on Dutta U0045 supposedly to teach 
"utilizing said ticket and said modified ticket to determine the extent of resources 
provided by the second user to the first user". However, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Dutta discloses a multiple use ticket. The ticket may be used n times, each 
time the ticket is used, it is updated to reflect the usage of the ticket (fflj [0069], [0071]; 
figure 4 and related text). 

Conclusion 

40. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

41 . A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

42. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MAMON OBEID whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1813. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 9:30 AM- 6:00 PM. 

43. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew J. Fischer can be reached on (571) 272-6779. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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44. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Mamon Obeid 
Examiner 
Art Unit: 3621 
December 13, 2008 

/Calvin L Hewitt II/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3685 



